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MATTER OF: Burrelle's PresS Clipping Service;
Interuntional ?ress Clipping rureau, Inc.;
Press Intelligence, Inc.

DIGEST:
Protest after oeard that succevsfv,_ bidder is not
capable of perivrmi.nu contrect xepulrements (press
clipping servJces) is denied since preanard survey
indicetes that czntrEctor bas suif-fivient subcon-
tractor corm'tments to satistactorily perform
required serv:;es and sinee contracting officer's
determination of respnnsibilt4t is not, shown to be
arbiltrary, c~pr.cious, or not supported by stbstan-
tin) evidence, See casec cited.,

On iNsy 17, 1973, invitction for bids (FB) Io. 3rP-A6-WA-3529-6-6-73
was issued by the Federal Supply Service, Generel Services Administration
(GSA), The IFf solicited bids for ean anua1 recpirements-typ¢c contract
covering the furnishing of press clip'ings services fzr a Period com-
menc4.ng July l, 973 (or date of cal-rd) if 1fter), through June 30, 11974,
Under paraGraph 13(a) on page 6 of the invit&tion, prospective bidderb
were advised th at "In order to be considereQ for o1crd$ bidder must
clip articles, conteining keywords designeted in the purchase orders,
from a rsinD.nLm of 1260 doilies, 6300 lreel:lien (including the veekly
end daily Nlegro :ress), en&YO_8Jzi marazincs -nd neriodtcal)s7,

Four bids iere? received and opened on Jure 6, .173, The lowest
bid in the amount of .$,18 per clip w:as submitted by Press Intelligence,
Inc, The three other bids ranged from $0.20 to $;0.25 per clip, Ply
letter dated June 6, 1973, to the contracting officers Burrelle's Press
Clipping Service protested tgainst consideration of Press Intelligence's
bid Cor purposes of malkng en award on the Crnund that the corporat'.on
cannot. fulfill the vequiremcnts of paracraph 13(o) of the specifications.
The record indicates that the contracting officer requested a member of
his technical staff to conduct a preaward survey of the plant and fac.l-
ities of Press Intel.ligence end on the basis of a favorable preawkrd
survey, the contracting officer awarded a contract to Press Intelligence
on June 28, 1973.

In a letter dated July 2, 1973, to our Oftfice, Burrelle protested
the naiard of a contract to Press Intelligence on the ground that the
corporation 4.; unable to perform the contract work because 4t does not
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presently VeaO "12(0 dv.lies /Fnc:2att er7s/ i3 i eefties /Hewsuepera7
includinr the tteek,.i Fnd daily? !:erro Pres nd 'r 2zCfl nurazincs and

per ot csln as reu uresi by the specificettons, Eurrelle points out
tnet the subject invitation is a carbon cony of an invitation issucd
12 months t£o by 5SA eni that at that tine a Complete plant and facil-
ities ins-oection t:ar made of' Press Intelligence by a G;:J, representative
and that the corporetion was detertined unable to fulfill the reouire-
rtents of tie specificatiozgs, Burrelle maintcins thet conditions at
.he plant and facilit~ies cr Press intelligence over the peost year hove
nrt chEinged sufficiently t½ varrant a deterainF.tio.,n thrt the corpora-
ttion !s no. crrt.ae of perforninZ the required work,

GSA renortz thnnt uniier the previous soltcitetion, the contrecting
officer's rlctermintton that Prezs Intelligence ccia30 not be considered
capable of p2arforminz satisf'ctorily *es based on the corporation's
linited cr and on its A.nadecuate subcontractor Frrrngements,
Press Tntel'irence hod cvnttrtplD&ted the 'ase of a s:'ng2e subcontructor
who could pr.v- de press ci'p.:ing coverage for only a very ltnited part
of the oerfzrmance reouirernents, In contra;ts, GSA stotes thE.t this
year the p:onosed performance crrangements involved the ut'lization of
six subcontr"Ecctors end th.Et eaich subcontractor hts stated on two occo-
sions that it weas recady to umdertak;e to rprfcrm and cotdd perform a
propnrticmcte share of the totil reouireznentc for press cltpping servtces,
GSA has renorted that the six subcentrectors are now satitsfactorily
assistint ?-ress Intel.ligence in t'he nerformence of the eontract wiork.
'The record indicates that while '?ess Intelligence itself cannot prov.de
notional. covernge for press c.lippinr servioes in accordrnee -..ith the
total requtreiaetet of the invtattion, it can, ecting toCetho.r with the
six subccntractDrs, provide complete coveraC~e on a national basis.

This Office hes held consistently tbat it is the duty of the
contracting officer to determine the responsibility of a prospective
contractor, in rnaking the determination, the contracting officer is
vested with a considerable degree of discretion. Our Office i411 not
substitute its judcment in such cases and vill uphold the contracting
officer's determination c? responsibility unless it is showtn to be
arbitrary, capricious, or not supported by substantial evidence,
B-1'7610%') Auguqt 24, 1972; B-175611, July 25, 1972; B-172978, Jenuary 27,
1972; 3-:78352, August 30, 2.973; 51 Conp. Gen, 233, 235 (1971); 52 id.
647, 652 (1973), In the circiuastancen of the immediate case, the deter-
mination that Press intelligence is e responsible, prospective contractor
is based upon the favorable preswerd survey and this Office is unable to
conclude thbt the contracting officer twas vithout a reasonable basis for
the conclusion.

Accordingly, trie protest is denied.

Deputy ComDtroller General
of the United States
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